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ABSTRACT
 
Many conflicting findings have surfaced in the body of
 
research that seeks to explain the effects workspace
 
characteristics have on employee job satisfaction. This
 
study proposed that the level of extroversion an individual
 
possessed acted as a moderating variable in the
 
relationship between three types of physical
 
characteristics of workspaces and employee job
 
satisfaction.; Specifically, this study proposed that three
 
physical characteristics, architectural accessibility,
 
density, and openness, were related to job satisfaction.
 
Moreover, it was predicted that the level of extroversion
 
an individual possesses would moderate each of these
 
relationships. To test these hypotheses, a questionnaire
 
was given to office workers in three organizations. The
 
questionnaire assessed levels of job satisfaction,
 
extroversion, and the extent to which architectural
 
accessilDility, density and openness were present in the
 
subjects offices arid workspa:ces. Although the findings of
 
the study were mixed, partial support was provided for the
 
existence of a relationship between density levels and job
 
satisfaction, moderated by extroversion. Limitations of
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CHAPTER ONE
 
INTRODUCTION
 
In today's competitive business world, successful
 
corporations are those that recognize the importance of
 
having a high level of employee satisfaction because of it's
 
associations with positive aspects for the organization,
 
such as lower turnover, higher morale, and higher
 
productivity. In their attempts to attain a competitive
 
edge through the boosting of employee satisfaction,
 
corporations have begun to make modifications to the
 
traditional elements of work. These new changes include
 
widespread innovations, ranging from more flexible work
 
schedules, to providing daycare to working parents, to even
 
altering the physical environment of offices and workspaces
 
themselves, all in attempts to make employees more satisfied
 
with their jobs.
 
One way in which organizations are attempting to gain a
 
competitive edge is through their efforts to increase
 
employee satisfaction. Organizations have only relatively
 
recently begun to tinker with the office environment, hoping
 
that it may be the key to increasing employee satisfaction.
 
Indeed, organizations are just beginning to discover that
 
the physical characteristics that make up the office
 
environment can be a powerful influence on the employee's
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such as lower turnover/ higher morale/ and higher
 
productivity. In their attempts to attain a competitive
 
edge through the boosting of employee satisfaction/
 
corporations have begun to make modifications to the
 
traditional elements of work. These new changes include
 
widespr(5ad innovations/ ranging from more flexible work
 
schedules/ to providing daycare to working parents/ to even
 
altering the physical environment of offices and workspaces
 
themselves/ all in attempts to make employees more satisfied
 
with their jobs.
 
One way in which organizations are attempting to gain a
 
competitive edge is through their efforts to increase
 
employee satisfaction. Organizations have only relatively
 
recently begun to tinker with the office environment/ hoping
 
that it may be the key to increasing employee satisfaction.
 
Indeed/ organizations are just beginning to discover that
 
the physical characteristics that make up the office
 
environment caii be a powerful influence on the employee's
 
expexienGe. In his axticle "Seven Office Evalu.atipns c
 
A Review," Goodrich (1982) epitimented on the newfound
 
importance and the potential that the office holds: "Now,
 
office design needs to provide a responsive environment,
 
interior spaces which encourage productivity by facilitatihg
 
task performanchr by supporting user needs, by allowing fpr
 
meaningful communication and work relationships, and by
 
providing a stimulating, meaningful organizational climate"
 
(p. 354). Although this seems to be a tall order for the
 
office setting to accomplish, many corporations are
 
beginning to attempt to manipulate their offices in order to
 
create nhe ideal environment for the employee, specifically,
 
an environment that fosters satisfaction. The purpose of
 
the current study was to determine if these environmental
 
manipulations are related to an employee's level of
 
satisfaction. Further, this study assessed whether or not
 
this potential relationship was moderated by an employee's
 
: level of extroversion.
 
Employees, as well as the organizations they are a part
 
of, are aware that their office environment is important to
 
their way of life at work. Louis Harris and Associates
 
conducted a national survey twenty years ago, which "found
 
that a majority of office workers recognize that their
 
satisfaction with their office surroundings affects their
 
job performance a great deal and feel that doing their job
 
well, in turn, is central to both job satisfaction and
 
getting the things they want out of life" (Goodrich, 1982,
 
p. 372) . The scientific community has shown only a liiaited
 
degree of interest in assessing how office setting affects
 
employee; job satisfaction. Over the past several years, a
 
handful of studies have been done to deteimiine which
 
elements or characteristics of the workspace affect the
 
satisfaction of employees. An interesting dimension that
 
several studies explored was that of how office
 
characteristics facilitated interpersonal contact, and how
 
this affected satisfaction. In the literature,
 
interpersonal contact (IC) has been loosely defined as
 
verbal or visual communication between employees.
 
Interpersonal contact occurs whenever workers talk to one
 
another, gesture to one another, or even see each other.
 
Three variables that have been examined as facilitators
 
or inhiloitors of interpersonal contact across several
 
studies have been called architectural accessibility,
 
density, and openness. Architectural accessibility (AA) was
 
a term coined by authors Oldham and Rotchford (1983) that
 
pertains to the degree that an individual's workspace is
 
accessible to others. This construct has also been
 
conceptualized in terms of the number of partitions
 
 surrounclihg a woirkspace. A workspaGa that is totally
 
enGlosecl by partitions womld be considered highly
 
inaccessible, while a workspace with no partitions enclosing
 
the space would be highly architecturally accessible. A
 
simple example can be used to demonstrate the varying
 
of accessibility of workspaces with different levels
 
of As mentioned above, a workspace with a very high
 
level of AA would have no partitions surrounding it. It
 
would be highly accessible to other employees, because there
 
are no visual or physical boundaries on any side to keep
 
others out. If another worker wanted access to the employee
 
in a hic'hly architecturally accessible workspace, he or she
 
needs orly to approach the employee from any side, and walk
 
right up to the individual. Further, the worker need only
 
to look at the employee from anywhere in the same room,
 
because there are no visual boundaries preventing them from
 
doing sc. A workspace that has four partitions surrounding
 
it would, be inaccessible to others (low AA), due to the
 
presence of the four walls. These four walls would require
 
outsiders that desired access to the employee inside to pass
 
or look into the workspace through one location only,
 
because they cannot simply approach the workspace from any
 
side and gain admittance or the desired view.
 
Density, social density, or spatial density, is a
 
construct that has,been generally defined as the average
 
number of square feet per employee (Arkkelin 1979; Oldham &
 
Rotchford 1983). A highly dense office setting or workspace
 
would have many employees occupying a small amount of square
 
feet. Openness, a related concept, "refers to the overall
 
openness of the office, more specifically, to the ratio of
 
total sc[uare footage of the office to the total length of
 
its interior walls and partitions. if square footage is
 
kept constant, then offices with few interior boundaries are
 
conside2:ed more open than offices with many walls and
 
partitions" (Oldham & Rotchford, p. 542). It should be
 
noted ttiat these three spatial characteristics are
 
interrelated. Density and openness are both affected by the
 
total square footage of the office, while AA and openness
 
are alsc' both affected by the prevalence of partitions or
 
walls in the office.
 
In previous research, it was thought that as the
 
distance between individuals decreased, the amount of social
 
interaction between these individuals would increase.
 
Therefore, it follows that interpersonal contact (IC), or
 
social interaction, between individuals would increase with
 
increasing levels of density. For example, two individuals
 
sitting within a few feet of each other would be more likely
 
to make an occasional comment to each other throughout the
 
course of their workday than would two employees with fifty
 
feet of office space between them. Such an expanse of space
 
between two people would require special effort to have any
 
meaningful communication. It is likely that over time,
 
people in such a situation would tire of making such an
 
effort, if only for the purpose of discussing last night's
 
ball game. IC was also proposed to be facilitated by high
 
degrees of openness and high levels of architectural
 
accessibility. If an office is open, and any given
 
workspace is highly accessible, there should be only very
 
slight boundaries to verbal and visual contact and
 
communication. An example of such an office would be one
 
that has few partitions and internal walls. Employees in
 
such a work setting could easily communicate with others
 
from their desks, or as they are passing by their coworkers'
 
desks, since there would be none of the verbal or visual
 
hindrances to communications that arise from walls or
 
partitions (Fried, 1990; Oldham, 1988; Oldham & Fried, 1987;
 
Oldham & Rotchford, 1983).
 
Further evidence that would suggest the facilitation of
 
IC by certain levels of these three dimensions of workspace
 
characteristics comes from social psychology's studies on
 
proximity. It has been discovered that proximity, or how
 
close p<;ople are to each other, influences the degree of
 
interacl:ion. Specifically, proximity is best defined in
 
terms of what is called functional distance. Functional
 
distanc«5 is roughly defined as how often people's paths
 
cross, or how often they encounter one another. People with
 
a short functional distance between them are likely to
 
interac": with each other, and those that have a great
 
functioiial distance between them, are likely to interact
 
with each other only rarely, if at all. Applying the
 
principle of functional distance to the office setting
 
provides more support for the idea that workspace
 
charactefistics influence interpersonal contact (Monge &
 
Kirste, 1980; Darley & Berscheid, 1967; Myers, 1993).
 
For eXaraple, a workspace with a high level of density
 
could be a small ten by fifteen room with three employees in
 
it. These employees would constantly encounter one another
 
while doing their jobs, making their functional distance
 
between each very low. This low functional distance between
 
each of the employees would likely result in high degrees of
 
interaction. This interaction, encouraged by the high
 
density of the workspace, would likely be in the form of
 
verbal and or visual communication, thefeby resulting in a
 
high le!7-el of IC, Open and accessible workspaces would also
 
likely increase people's proximity to others. An employee
 
in a workspace that has no partitions, being highly
 
architecturally accessible, would have a short functional
 
distance from others, because there are no boundaries to
 
visual or verbal contact. Passersby could simply stop and
 
talk, or even visually communicate with this employee with
 
great ease. This workspace, being highly proximal to
 
others, would allow for high amounts of interaction among
 
the worker stationed there and other employees. This high
 
amount of interaction resulting from the workspace's high
 
level of AA and the great openness of the office, would as a
 
rule, result in high levels of IC.
 
In scientific research, these three office and
 
workspace characteristics have been shown to be related to a
 
number of phenomenon. Architectural^cCeiSsibility has been
 
found to be positively related to employee work fatigue and
 
psychos(3matic complaints. That is, the fewer the niimber of
 
partitions (high AA) that created enclosures for employees
 
to work in, the more employees felt ill, fatigued, and
 
generally unhappy on the job (Fried, 1990). Another study
 
that investigated the effects of openness, AA, and density,
 
in addition to darkness, found that these characteristics of
 
the office accounted for 31% of the variance in work
 
satisfaction among employees (Oldham & Fried, 1987). Other
 
research has indicated that density had a significant impact
 
  
on satisfaction. Low levels of density "...had a positive
 
impact n employees' work satisfaction" (Oldham 1988, p.
 
257). n addition to density affecting satisfaction, it has
 
been diiicovered that AA affects satisfaction: "...moving
 
from an Open office to either a partitioned office or an
 
operi of ice with relatively low levels of spatial density
 
can have positive effects oh individuals" (Oldham 1988, p.
 
257). Finally, Oldham and Rotchford (1983) examined the
 
effects of several office characteristics including density,
 
opennes , and AA, and discovered: "Dense,
 
accessible...offices are correlated with low
 
satisfaction..." (ps. 550-1). Openness of the office was
 
also found to be positively related to satisfaction.
 
The concept that the environment influences the
 
Individual employee is further supported by the notion of
 
organizitional culture. One example of organizational
 
culture influencing the Wpfkspace characteristics and thus
 
individuals in the workspace, comes from the "bullpen"
 
environmient used by Procter & Gainble. This organization had
 
a cultui:e that valued teamwork and group involvement, and
 
demanded high motivation and involvement levels from its
 
employees The environment that best reflected and allowed
 
for these values was this bullpen office. Essentially, this
 
office could be characterized as being highly dense, open.
 
and havj.ng very accessible workspaces, because there were
 
many de ks close together in a room devoid of any partitions
 
(Goodridh, 1982). This set of characteristics allowed for
 
much int;eraction and teamwork amongst the employees.
 
Strong support for the influence culture has on
 
workspac:es comes from research gathered and conducted by the
 
Herman filler company, an office furniture and systems
 
manufacturer. In their manual, "Understanding Relay," they
 
assert that the culture of an organization should dictate
 
how the office should be spatially arranged. The manual
 
proceeds to State that the arrangement and physical
 
characteristics of offices "...constitute a silent language of
 
the orga:nization that can be used to reflect, reinforce, and
 
enhance culture and values. The organization of space needs
 
to mesh with the structute of the organization..."(Hall 1959,
 
Schein 1988/ Waterman 1990/ sp. 13).^ I is later asserted
 
that it has been found to be important that brganizations
 
have futniture and office systems that not only demonstrate
 
their corporate culture and values to their eiaployees, but
 
also co:>inmi
lunicate the purpose and identity of the business to
 
;es and customers.
 
To provide a more concrete example of how culture
 
should guide the workspaces' charapteristics, the text
 
provides examples in the foimi of "application profiles." In
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these profiles, various businesses are detailed, including
 
their cultural values, and recommendations are made as to
 
how their corresponding offices should be arranged to best
 
impart their cultural values on the workforce. One business
 
that is detailed is the headquarters unit of a banking
 
institution, whose culture espouses to more conservative
 
business values such as status and hierarchy, and is highly
 
image conscious! The recommended office design calls for
 
the upper management to have enclosed offices, that would be
 
considered to have low density and be highly inaccessible
 
and very open. These characteristics serve to set apart the
 
management from the lower ranks of employees, and serve as a
 
status symbol. In this business, the next lowest employees
 
in the hierarchy, the professionals and mid-level managers,
 
are to liave somewhat more architecturally accessible
 
offices., with partitions partially closing off their
 
workspaces, and slightly more dense and slightly less open
 
characteristics. These middle range characteristics of
 
their workspaces serve to set them in the middle of the
 
status hierarchy, while still making these individuals
 
somewhat accessible to the lowest ranks of employees in the
 
hierarchy. Finally, the lowest clerical and technical
 
workers are placed in a bullpen setup, with high
 
architectural accessibility (no partitions), high density.
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and low openness. In a culture that values hierarchy and
 
status and regards spacious and inaccessible workspaces as
 
signs of accomplishment and power, it makes sense that the
 
lowest levels of technical and clerical workers should have
 
the lowest levels of these characteristics in their
 
workspaces.
 
The second business that is of interest here is a high
 
technology manufacturing firm, whose culture values
 
creativity, decentralization, flexibility in rules, and is
 
dynamic, informal, and not very image conscious. In
 
contrast to the banking institution, this organization
 
represents a nearly polar opposite in cultural values, and
 
the recommended office characteristics reflect this fact.
 
In this organization, no one has an enclosed office. Even
 
the upper management in this organization has workspaces of
 
varying degrees of accessibility, density and openness, as
 
these individuals utilize partitions and shared spaces, like
 
all others in the organization do. The enclosed workspaces
 
in this organization are shared conference rooms. Since
 
this organization espouses the values of flexibility and
 
creativity, many workspaces are flexible and varied in the
 
degrees to vdaich they are architecturally accessible, dense,
 
and open. An important characteristic of the workspaces of
 
this organization that reflects the cultural value on
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creativxty is the presence of open areas built into all
 
areas of the office building. This high level of openness
 
is designed to encourage interpersonal interaction amongst
 
all levels of workers, in the hopes that new ideas will be
 
exchanged across the workforce (Hall 1959, Schein 1988,
 
Waterman 1990). This organization's culture paints a
 
radically different environmental picture in which the
 
employees work than does the previous organization. It is
 
clear, from this and other evidence in the literature, that
 
the work environment is related to outcomes for
 
organizcitions and employees.
 
Despite this presentation of a unified body of results,
 
as with many cases in research, there are conflicting
 
findings. Many other studies present findings that are
 
directly opposite these results. In fact, there seems to
 
exist a duality in the results across the board.
 
Goodrich (1982) provides one of the many examples of
 
employee reactions that were contrary to the findings that
 
assert and density have a negative impact on job
 
satisfaction. He studied an office where 4 professionals
 
and their 3 secretaries were placed into one office room,
 
with no partitions between any of them. It was discovered
 
that "The close quarters, the minimal acoustical privacy.
 
and the spatial arrangement of the furniture supported close
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working relationships between them" (Goodrich 1982, p. 360).
 
Also,"Secretaries reported feeling highly involved in their
 
work, a sense of professionalism and personal responsibility
 
for the work they did, and high morale. Professionals
 
reported feeling like a member of a team, with high morale
 
and a strong sense of group purpose" (Goodrich 1982, p.
 
360). Further contradictory evidence was furnished when a
 
differertt office was analyzed. In this company, work groups
 
of five or six people were examined. These groups operated
 
in what that company called a "bullpen." The "bullpen" was
 
essentially a crowded, open work area, described as
 
"unprivate, noisy, and unattractive" (Goodrich 1982, p.
 
361). Despite these surroundings, the people in these
 
setting;^ were very productive, and had a high degree of
 
identification with their work groups,
 
Another example of the duality of the impact of
 
interpe sonal contact on satdsfaction comes from Oldham and
 
Rotchford (1983), They describe various conflicting claims
 
made by researchers. High levels of density, for example,
 
has beeri shown to produce both high and low levels of
 
satisfac:tion in employees. In one study, it was found that
 
"...professional employees who experienced an increase in
 
density reported...greater work satisfaction..." and "...employees
 
who expdrienced a decrease in density reported...less work
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satisfaction" (p. 544). Meanwhile, other studies have found
 
"...significant decreases in... work and social satisfaction,
 
after employees moved from a conventional to an open office"
 
(p. 545). Finally, Fried (1990) makes a comment on the
 
duality of findings in the literature: "A number of studies
 
have indicated that such workspace characteristics as high
 
number of people (i.e. social density), few enclosures, or
 
high setting openness have modest deleterious effects on
 
employee attitudes and behaviors. However, other studies
 
have demonstrated... a modest positive effect of these
 
workspace characteristics on individual reactions" (p. 267).
 
Although there seems to have been no great movement to unify
 
findings in this area, there have been theories offered up
 
that try to explain the discrepancies in employee
 
satisfaction with workspace characteristics that facilitate
 
or hinder interpersonal contact.
 
One major theory that attempts to explain the
 
differences between individuals related to their polar
 
reactions to workspace characteristics is the screening
 
theory. This idea states that the differences between
 
individuals as to how they react to their settings are due
 
to whether or not they possess an important trait - the
 
ability to "screen." According to screening theory,
 
individuals are either "screeners" or "nonscreeners."
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Screeners are people who a.fe able to filter stimuli as they
 
come to them, or selectively attend to various pieces of
 
info3maation. A screener can "effectively reduce the stress
 
of niomerous inputs by imposing priority-based patterns of
 
attention on information" (Fried/ 1990, p. 270) People
 
with the trait for screening are able to work unhindered in
 
enviroJUKI'ents that provide them with high levels of arousal,
 
because of their propensity for selective or priority-based
 
attention to stimuli. Such an office environment would be
 
one that has high levels of both de^isity and AA. On the
 
other hand, nonscreeners "...are individuals who appear less
 
able to impose such priorities" (p. 270). Nonscreeners
 
would niot react well to situations that present them with
 
much Stimulation, because they cannot handle the high levels
 
of mental arousal that come from high degrees of stimulation
 
from the environment. In fact, research suggests that
 
nonscreeners would prefer an environment that offers a low
 
level of such stimulation, like a workspace with low AA and
 
low den^ity would. "Thus, nonscreeners should react more
 
positivfely to the introduction of partitions and to the
 
reductiGn in spatial density than do screeners, simply
 
because nonscreeners should benefit most from the protection
 
from excessive stimulation that the design changes provide"
 
(p. 254 Oldham 1988).
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Another theory that attempts to explain individual
 
reactions to Workspace characteristics is overstimulation
 
theory. This theory states that "...characteristics of the
 
physicaljL environment (e.g. open space, close proximity of
 
others, and densely populated areas) can expose individuals
 
to excessive stimulation. People are expected to respond to
 
this overstimulation both behaviorally and attitudihally..."
 
(Oldham 1988, p. 253). Oldham and Fried (1987) comment on
 
this theory's implications for the workplace: "In the
 
context of a work prgahiZation, employees itiight physically
 
withdraw from an overstimulating environment and experience
 
dissatisfaction with the work they do in that environment"
 
(p. 75). Essentially, this theory posits that employees who
 
are xn offices with high AA, low openness, and high density
 
will experience dissatisfaction. These theories may help to
 
specific, individual reactions due to workspace
 
characteristics, but they fail to address the whole body of
 
literatu:re and all of its conflicting findings.
 
Clearly, it has been showii that the physical
 
characteristics of the workspace influence ah employee's
 
satisfaction. It has also been shown that there are
 
differeiices across individuals, as to how they react to
 
various levels of workspace characteristics. Another
 
important fact about workspace characteristics is that in
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addition to influencing employees, they themselves are
 
influenced by a powerful force. This force is
 
organizational culture.
 
As mentioned earlier, studies have found Conflicting
 
results as to how people react to workspace characteristics.
 
Similarly, just as individuals have been shown to react
 
differently to different workspace characteristics, they
 
have different reactions to varying organizational Cultures.
 
Researcli has shown that the cause of these differences
 
across people, as to how they react to different cultures,
 
is individual differences. Individuals will desire to work
 
in cultures or environments which match their personality
 
needs related to environmental arousal and stimulation
 
(McElroy, Morrow, & Ackerman 1983). Perhaps, an individual
 
who has an extroverted personality - sociable, gregarious,
 
and talkative - will be content and thrive in ah environment
 
that affords them with much social stimulation. Such an
 
environment would be provided by an organization whose
 
culture is heavily team based with plenty of interpersonal
 
contact., The culture that creates this type of environment
 
would be one that provides a high level of mental arousal,
 
due to the presence of so much stimuli. This would make
 
such a culture especially appealing to an extroverted
 
personality, because they require higher levels of arousal
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to be ScLtisfled. "However, sociability and affiliation are
 
not the only characteristics of extroverts...In fact,
 
biological research shows that extroverts have higher levels
 
of arousal../' (Judge & Cable, 1997 p. 365).
 
Other arguments for the interaction of personality and
 
culture or environment affecting satisfaction of employees
 
come from the person-environment, or person-situation fit
 
literati;ire. O'Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell (1991) cite the
 
logic of this position, saying that satisfaction results
 
from "a harmonious relationship between the individual and
 
his environment, suitability of the individual to the
 
enviromr.ent and vice versa" (p. 489). Individuals with a
 
personality that needs interpersonal contact, as extroverts
 
do, would get satisfaction from an organization whose
 
culture promoted openness and interaction among employees.
 
Similarly, the authors state that "Empirical results have
 
typically supported the hypothesis that congruence between
 
individuals' personalities and the dema^nds of their
 
occupations are associated with positive affect..." (p. 488).
 
Another person-environment fit theory that proposes
 
that the interaction between these two factors influences
 
satisfaction comes from Pervin (1968), as quoted by George
 
(1992). "...for each individual there are environments
 
(interpersonal and noninterpersonal) which more or less
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match the characteristics of his [or her] personality. A
 
-match' or^best fit' of individual to environment is viewed
 
as expressing itself in high perforitiance, satisfaction/ and
 
little stress in the system whereas a ^ lack of fit' is
 
viewed as resulting in decreased performa,nce/
 
dissatisfaction/ and stress in the system" (p. 195).
 
. This study proposes that^ just as the individual
 
differences in reactions to organizational culture are
 
related to personality/ the polar nature of findings of
 
employee satisfaction with workspace characteristics is a
 
result of individual differences in personality acrOss
 
employees. These individual differences/ caused by the
 
enduring traits of employees/ can only be attributed to the
 
effects of personality. Specifically/ as in the case of
 
reactions to cultures/ the personality trait of
 
extroveirsion/intrOversion may be the key to understanding
 
the polar reactions of employees to office conditions that
 
promote or inhibit interpersonai contact. Before this
 
argument for interaction can be made/ some understanding of
 
this personality trait is necessary. Extroversion has
 
typically beeii defined in the literature as a trait that
 
exists as a combination of being socially outgoing and even
 
possibly aggressive. individuals that are said to possess
 
the trait of extroversion are usually thought of as being
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talkative, assertive, active, gregarious, and sociable
 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991).
 
There have been numerous studies conducted to determine
 
the inf uence of personality on Various aspects of
 
organizational life. This particular personality dimension,
 
extroyersion, has been opetationali^ed in a number of ways.
 
The "Big Five" model of personality is perhaps the best
 
known conceptualization of personality. The
 
extrOversion/intfovaxsion dimension of this model is the
 
object of interest this study. Barrick and MOunt (1991)
 
conducted a study to determine which Big Five dimensions
 
affected job performance, and discovered that extroversion
 
was a v.^ lid predictor of performance for managerial and
 
sales P'ositions. Since both of these job types are thought
 
to have a high degree of interpersonal contact and
 
interaction, extroverts would naturally excel in these
 
situations. Therefore, it follows logically that these
 
individikals would experience satisfaction stemming from
 
their skillful job performance.
 
Ad(ditional studies have examined related concepts. One
 
group of researchers applied Holland's theory of person­
enviro: ent fit to examine how individuals of differing
>nKi'
 
persona ity characteristics solve problems, and how this
 
affects their levels of satisfaction in a work group setting
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(Wampold, Ankarlo, Trinidad-Carrillo, BaiJialer, and Prater,
 
1995). There are six types p;C perspna,lity in this thepry:
 
realistic, artistic, investigative, conventional,
 
enterprising, and social. The social type of person can be
 
expected to have the greatest amount of social relations or
 
interchanges with others, as compared to any other type of
 
personality in this model. Additionally, social types will
 
participate in more social activities, will use social means
 
to solve problems, and are generally more empathetic than
 
any other type (Wampold et al, 1995). This study found that
 
individuals who could be classified as social relied
 
"heavily on close personal relationships and the exchange of
 
social support../' (p. 377) to solve problems; An additional
 
finding was that the more similar the characteristics of the
 
situation are to an individual's personality type, the more
 
satisfied they will be.
 
Another examination of the effects of personality on
 
organizational attraction links the Holland type of social,
 
back to the Big Five dimension of extroversion. The
 
researchers, in the course of studying extroversion,
 
neuroticism, and openness, "...found significant relations
 
between these traits and facets of the Holland vocational
 
interest typology. For example, extroverts expressed
 
interest in social...vocations..."(Judge & Cable 1997 p. 385).
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The simplicity with which this one aspect of personality
 
can, in these comparable models, can be reduced to a common
 
dimension (extroversion), demonstrates the robustness of
 
this personality dimension, and how it affects many aspects
 
of organizational life.
 
Filially, the dimension of extroversion has been seen as
 
being highly related to "positive affactivity (PA)." George
 
(1992), in her study on the role personality plays in
 
organizational life, explains the characteristics of
 
individuals high in PA. "Individuals high on PA have an
 
overall sense of well-being and view themselves as active,
 
self-efficacious, and pleasurably engaged both
 
interpersonally and in teirnvs of achievement" (p. 188). Her
 
article details the findings that PA is essentially at the
 
root of job satisfaction, and that "...correlational studies
 
have found that job satisfaction is significantly and
 
positivisly associated with PA.." (p. 189). Also important is
 
the fac": that PA is highly related to the extroversion
 
dimension. PA has been found to correspond greatly to the
 
dimension of extroversion, with "...PA forming the core of
 
extroversion" (George 1992, p. 188).
 
Clearly/ personality has been shown to have an effect
 
on job satisfaction. An important fact that is apparent
 
after a review of the literature, is that despite the fact
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 that th s personality dimension has been operationalized and
 
tested clifferently across many different studies, it can
 
still be simplified to one basic, robust, unified trait or
 
dimension. This is the dimension of personality known as
 
extrovei:sxoh.
 
Now, after having a basic understanding of how
 
persona ity (extroversion) can influence job satisfaction,
 
an inte esting connection between elements in the literature
 
can be made. This connection is between the theories of
 
screening and overstimulation relative to satisfaction due
 
to workspace characteristics that were mentioned earlier,
 
and the research on the personality dimension of
 
extroversion. Specifically, it can be said that the
 
theorie of screening and overstimulation are simply another
 
way of des cribing the effects personality has on the
 
relatioriship between workspace characteristics and job
 
satisfaction. The integration of the material from these
 
two areas lends isiapbort to this idea,
 
As mentioned earlier, screeJ^ihg theory proposes that
 
individuals are either screeners or non screenersi
 
Screeners are those individuals who have the ability or
 
desire to selectively attend to multiple stimuli or inputs,
 
and are able to thrive in bustling, active environments,
 
Nonscreeners do not desire this, and become flustered and
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frustrated when presented with the high levels of stimuli or
 
information input that come from a high energy, bustling
 
environment (Fried 1990, p. 270). The other main theory of
 
interest, overstimulation theory, proposes that
 
characteristics of the physical environment regulate the
 
levels of stimulation an individual receives. Different
 
people have different levels of what they consider to be
 
acceptable stimulation for themselves. Individuals respond
 
both attitudinally and behaviorally when these levels are
 
met, or exceeded (Oldham 1988, p. 253).
 
These two theories support the idea that there are
 
individual differences in environmental preferences. These
 
individual differences can be explained in terms of an
 
individuals degree of extroversion. Screening theory's
 
screeners and non-screeners can be explained in terms of
 
extroversion by examining the characteristics of extroverts
 
versus the characteristics of introverts. Personality
 
research states that extroverts are typically lively,
 
outgoing, highly responsive individuals. It follows that
 
such individuals would be able to thrive in an environment
 
that provided them with much stimulation, as an open, dense,
 
and accessible office would. Conversely, personality
 
research states that introverts, (those with a low degree of
 
extroversion), tend to be more calm, controlled, and
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peaceful. It also follows that such individuals would not
 
like to be in environments that were extremely active and
 
bustlinsr or even at times chaotic, like an open plan bullpen
 
office w<ould be.
 
Overstimulatibh theory can be ex^ tenas of
 
personality also, by examining physiological research
 
connected to personality. It has been discovered that there
 
is a relationship between an individual's autonomic arousal
 
system and their personality. Specifically, individuals who
 
are extroverted seek a higher level of arousal or
 
stimulation from their environment because their levels of
 
brain arousal are low. Conversely, introverted individuals
 
seek iess stimulatioh from their environment because their
 
autonomd.c arousal systems are not as reactive as the
 
extroverted individuals' systems (Eysenck 1990, Myers 1992)
 
Integraling these findings with overstimulation theory
 
that individuals who are extroverted are more
 
likely to be satisfied and happy in an enviroiuaent that
 
provides theni with hi^er levels of stimulation, such as an
 
open, dense, and accessible office would. This environment
 
would provide the extrovert with a substantially suitable
 
level of arousal or stimuli. An introvert in the same
 
envxronment, however, would be overly stimulated and thereby
 
unhappy arid dissatisfied, because they normally would not
 
26
 
require the large amount of stimuli or arousal that an open,
 
dense, and accessible office would provide.
 
Future research is necessary to further explore the
 
often proposed but never determined relationship between
 
workspace characteristics or the physical environment and
 
personality and how they affect job satisfaction. Research
 
has been done to determine the effects of personality, as
 
well as the effects of workspace characteristics separately,
 
on the job satisfaction of employees. Studies conducted
 
that examined the effects of personality have found that
 
approximately thirty percent of the variance in job
 
satisfaction can be attributed to effects of personality
 
(George 1992). While this advances the understanding of job
 
satisfaction, it still leaves approximately seventy percent
 
of the variance unexplained. George (1992) said of this:
 
"It is likely that a large portion of this unexplained
 
variance is attributable to situational factors and their
 
interactions with personality" (p. 187). George also
 
commented: "..it may be that personality and situational
 
factors, in addition to having main effects, also interact
 
to deteannine levels of job satisfaction" (p. 189). Another
 
similar statement was made by Holland (1996), when he stated
 
that the studies of personality "...are incomplete, however,
 
in that they focus on personal characteristics and neglect
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environiiii.ental characteristics" (p. 400). There is a lack of
 
research that assesses the effects of the interaction
 
between the employees' physical environmental
 
charactferistics or the workspace characteristics/ and
 
personality, on job satisfaction. This study attempted to
 
fill this theoretical void.
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Hypotheses
 
Hypothesis One
 
A:	 There will be a relationship between architectural
 
accessibility and job satisfaction.
 
B:	 The relationship between architectural
 
accessibility and job satisfaction will be
 
moderated by the level of extroversion an
 
individual possesses.
 
Hypothesis Two
 
A:	 There will be a relationship between density and
 
job satisfaction.
 
B:	 The relationship between densify and job
 
satisfaction will be moderated by the level of
 
extroversion an individual possesses,
 
Hypothesis Three
 
A:	 There will be a relationship between openness and
 
job satisfaction.
 
B:	 The rafatiohship between openness and job
 
satisfaction will be moderated by the level of
 
extroversion an individual possesses.
 
The main purpose of this study was to look for
 
moderated relationships between workspace characteristics
 
and job satisfaction, which can be seen in Part B of each
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hypothesis. However, it was necessary to add a Part A to
 
each hypothesis, because it was first important to establish
 
the magnitude of the relationships between each of the
 
characteristics variables and satisfaction before proceeding
 
to the main thrust of the study. There were two main
 
reasons for carrying out this initial analysis. First,
 
while the relationship between workspace characteristics and
 
job satisfaction was expected to be moderated by
 
personality, it was also expected that there would be a
 
slight correlation between satisfaction and the workspace
 
variables (Arnold 1982). Second, in literature discussing
 
examinations of moderated relationships between two
 
variables, it is recommended that a baseline relationship
 
between the two variables be established first, before
 
testing for a moderated relationship (Zedeck 1971). For
 
these reasons, part "A" of each hypothesis was first
 
examined in order to detect the magnitude of any
 
correlational relationships that may have existed between
 
each workspace characteristic and job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER TWO
 
METHOD
 
Researct^ Setting & Subjects:
 
This research was conducted in several organizations/
 
in order to sample a wide range of workspace environments
 
and employees. 129 subjects were utilized, in order to tap
 
a broad spectrum of ind The decision to target
 
approxiifiately 120 subjects for this study was based on
 
sample sizes of previous studies that examined similar
 
variables, such as work performed by Oldham.(1988), Oldham
 
and Rotchford (1983), and others. These studies found
 
moderate effect sizes (R squared=.35) using samples of
 
approximately 120 siabjects. Given the nixraber of variables
 
analyzed by the current study, it was anticipated that
 
similar effect sizes would be found by utilizing a roughly
 
equivalent sample size. Only employees that worked in office
 
setting^, as opposed to employees in positions such as
 
manufacturing or fieldwork operations, were assessed.
 
The respondents to this study belonged primarily to
 
three oirganizations. Southern California Edison, a large
 
utility corporation which comprised 56.6% of the population,
 
Awana, a publishing company that accounted for 24.8% of the
 
population, and StOpan, a chemicals research and development
 
company whose employees comprised 11.6% of the population.
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The rem.ainder of the respondents was mixed across a large
 
nijiaber of compahies, and comprised 7.2% of the population,
 
These three orgahi^ations provided a-variety of office
 
enviro)nmients and employees, likely due to the differences in
 
the three fields of industry or service. All subjects were
 
assessed using the survey instrioment created specifically
 
for this study, entitled the Work Environment Survey,
 
A pilot test of the instrument was conducted in order
 
to determine whether there were any problems, such as
 
subjects misunderstanding concepts, siibjects missing or
 
skipping items, and so forth. The instrument was tested on
 
a small population of employees at Soiithern California
 
Edison, ihi ocular analysis of thO data and descriptive
 
statist cs revealed no problems such as comprehension
 
difficul ties, formatting issues, or other complications.
 
Further analyses were conducted using the pilot data,
 
including the testing of the reliabilities of the scales in
 
the instrixment. The sections of the survey where piablished
 
scales Wiere utilized included the satisfaction and
 
persona ity sections. The sqale used in the satisfaction
 
section; general job satisfaction, indicated ah internal
 
consistency of .72. The scale utilized in the personality
 
section/ the Mini Marker, indicated an internal consistency
 
of .88. There was one scale that was created specifically
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for this study that measured a subject's level of perceived
 
architectural accessibility. This scale demonstrated an
 
internal consistency of .68. These reliabilities were
 
considered acceptable, based on criteria by Robinson,
 
Shaver, and Wrightsmith (1991), who suggest that values of
 
internal consistency over .60 are acceptable.
 
Procedure:
 
Data was collected through employee responses recorded
 
on the questionnaire that was administered. The
 
questionnaire, entitled The Work Environment Survey,
 
consisted of three sections, the first of which ascertained
 
the employee's level of general job satisfaction. The
 
second section measured the employee's personality ­
specifically the degree of extroversion/introversion, while
 
the third section assessed the level of each of the three
 
physical workspace characteristics. It should be noted that
 
the construct of job satisfaction is generally considered to
 
be composed of many different facets. For purposes of this
 
study, the holistic, overall level of job satisfaction was
 
of primary interest. This study chose to focus on general
 
job satisfaction in order to obtain results in a more
 
parsimonious manner, and in order to more fully test the
 
robustness of the anticipated effect of the proposed
 
relationship between environmental characteristics and
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persohality on the satisfaction of efflployees. Before
 
responding to the questiohnairev einplpyees were informed
 
about tlrie purpose of the research, and were given the option
 
to refuse to participate, if they so desired. The employees
 
also weire informed that all responses would remain
 
confidential, and were told that they had the option to
 
obtain feedback on the resuits of the research, if they
 
desired.
 
Measures
 
Woikspace/office characteristics section: This section
 
of the questionnaire assessed the degree to which each of
 
the thrse characteristics were present in the employee's
 
workspace," as well as in their "general office area." The
 
distinction between these two categories of space was made
 
as foliows: a workspace consisted of the immediate area in
 
which the subject worked, and the general office area
 
included all of the nearest cubicles or the entire open room
 
where the subject and their co-workers' workspaces were
 
located This section of the questionnaire was created
 
based on the constructs or characteristics of architectural
 
accessibility, density, and openness, which have been
 
defined in the literature. Although these three theoretical
 
or constructs exist in the literature, to the
 
author's knowledge, there is no pviblished measurement device
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surrounding physical environment. Architectural
 
accessibility was also measured in another way.
 
The second way architectural accessibility was assessed
 
was by examining the subject's perceptions about their
 
workspace, in reference to their accessibility. Three
 
questions were asked of subjects, inquiring as to how
 
isolated and how physically separated they felt from others,
 
and how physically accessible they felt to others, while
 
they were in their personal workspace. For example,
 
question number one, which inquired as to how isolated
 
siobjects felt from others, asked: "How isolated from others
 
do you feel when you are in your workspace?" Subjects then
 
could repond to this question using a five point scale,
 
which ranged from "Very isolated" to "Not at all isolated".
 
This examination of subjects' perceptions of this
 
characteristic was conducted in parallel with the more
 
factually-based descriptive measurement, because of the
 
complex composition of this concept. There are many
 
individual factors that make up architectural accessibility,
 
ranging from heights and shapes of walls, to types of
 
materials, to nixmbers of doors, and other elements. In
 
addition to capturing a few of the many physical elements in
 
the descriptive measure, it was thought prudent to examine
 
the more all-encompassing and fluid dimension of individual
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perceptions, in order to prevent any limitations a survey
 
might artificially impose when assessing this
 
characteristic. These perceptual questions were in the form
 
of a five-point scale, and responses were averaged to create
 
the perceived architectural accessibility scale, which
 
demonstrated an internal consistency of .68.
 
Density: The survey instrument sought to assess
 
density in the subject's surroundings, by examining their
 
perceptions of both their workspaces and general office
 
areas. First, siabjects' perceptions of density in their
 
immediate workspaces were measured. The level of this
 
characteristic present in the workspace is typically defined
 
in the literature as the ratio of number of people per
 
square feet in the workspace. In the current study, two
 
questions provided the responses used to compute this
 
density ratio of siibjects' workspaces. The first question
 
asked subjects to report how many people were in their
 
workspace (including themselves). The second question
 
assessed subjects' perceptions of the size of their
 
workspace area, by having them choose one of five
 
descriptions of differently sized workspaces. The
 
descriptions for this question ranged from "compact
 
workspace area," to "Large workspace area." Siabjects'
 
responses to the perceptual, description question were
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assigned numerical valuesi These values were then divided
 
by the number of persons they stated as working in their
 
e areas. This is how the density ratio for
workspac

workspac:es was calcula.ted.
 
The second way in which density was measured was on a
 
larger cale, that being the general office area density,
 
The level of density in the general office area is
 
calculated in the litefature by taking the ratio of number
 
of peop e in the general office area per the square feet of
 
the are In this study/ the density of the general office
 
area was again iaeasured perceptually/ as workspace density
 
was The subject was asked to perceptually assess the
 
spaciou:sness of their general office area by choosing one of
 
five de criptions which ranged from "compact geheral office
 
area. to largd general office area." As was the case in
 
calculating the workspace density fatio, the five
 
descriptions were assigned niamerical values. The numerical
 
value of the selected description was then divided by the
 
number of persons reported to be working in the general
 
office area^ The resulting ratio provided a measure of the
 
general office area density,
 
Density was not assessed on a strictly factual or
 
descriptive basis. The main reason for this was that unlike
 
measuring accessibility/ where subject's could easily report
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how man^ walls surrounded them, the measurement of the
 
square footages of workspaces and offices required to obtain
 
a factu^1 basis for a measure of density was considerably
 
more difficult. Although the concept of density is less
 
abstract than architectural accessibility, collecting
 
factual data for this characteristic would have been
 
prohibitively impractical. To address this difficulty, a
 
section was placed at the end of the survey, where subjects
 
had the option to provide the physical dimensions of their
 
workspaces and offices/ if they were able to make the
 
estimate ons or measurements. This data, when available, was
 
used as a validity check on the perceptual measurements of
 
density
 
Openness: This characteristic was assessed in terms of
 
the siab:iects' general office areas. In the literature, this
 
characteristic is determined by the ratio of total square
 
footage of the office area to the total length of interior
 
walls and partitions in the general office area. High
 
levels of openness result from having a large office area
 
with few interior walls or partitions. This survey
 
determined the openness of general office areas by asking
 
subjects to make a perceptual rating. Subjects were
 
ed with one question that asked them to select the
 
description that best described how open their office was.
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There \\rere five options, ranging from "Open office (no
 
partitions/interior walls are in this general office area)"
 
to "Not: at all open office (many partitions and walls are in
 
this general office area, and nearly all workspaces are
 
completely enclosed) The five descriptive choices were
 
each given numerical values, which represented the level of
 
openness present in the general office area. This concept
 
was assessed in the perceptual domain only, for fhe same
 
reasons that applied to the concept of density. Subjects
 
were gj.ven the opportunity to provide a measurement of the
 
total length of internal walls in their office area at the
 
end of the survey, along with their estimations for density.
 
These three measures are adaptations of environmental
 
dimensions created by Oldham & Rotchford (1983) and Fried
 
(1990). These select dimensions were developed to
 
differentiate between the varying levels of physical
 
characteristics of workspace environments, related to how
 
they aiifected social interactions between workers, or, how
 
they regulated interpersonal contact. The three measures
 
were wo^itten based on the theoretical definitions used by
 
Oldham & Rotchford and Fried.
 
Personality section: The personality section of the
 
questionnaire assessed the degree to which employees were
 
either extroverted or introverted in their personalities.
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This section consisted of items from the Saucier "Mini-

Marker Scale." This instrument is a shortened version of
 
Goldbeirg's inventory of the "Big Five" personality traits.
 
The Mini Marker was selected for this study for several
 
reasons. First, it was designed to be more "user-friendly"
 
than the original inventory, and its length allows for a
 
much briefer administration time. These two attributes of
 
this instriament made it especially appealing for use in this
 
study, considering it was administered to individuals who
 
did not; possess much knowledge of personality psychology.
 
Secondly, the Mini Marker is a high quality instriomeht,
 
displaying simple structure for all personality traits that
 
it measures, and having a good reliability for assessing
 
extroversion (internal consistency of .88) (Saucier 1994).
 
In this; study, those items used from this instfument were
 
those which assessed the degree of extroversion/introversion
 
to measure this aspect qf employee personalitzy. These eight
 
items were adjectives, four of which desciribed introverted
 
qualities such as "bashful," while the remaining foUr
 
described extroverted qualities, such aS "bold." Subjects
 
were asked to rate how well each adjective described them,
 
using a nine-point scale that ranged from "extremely
 
accurate" to "extremely innacurate."
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 Job satisfaction sectipn:^^' this section of the
 
questic)nnairey an eniployee's level of general satisfaGtion
 
with their job was assessed. In order to determine the
 
subjects' level of general job satisfaction, five questions
 
were asked. SubjeGts were asked such as number
 
two, frequently think about quitting this job."
 
ents could answer.u^ a seven point scale, which
 
from "Agree strongly" to "Disagree strongly.'' The
 
questichs used in this section were taken from the.Job
 
Diagnostic Survey, developed by Hackman & Oldham. This
 
ihstruKient has eighteen separate scales that diagnose
 
various elements of the individual's reactions to their job.
 
However, the results obtained from the scale that assesses a
 
worker's overall, general satisfaction level were the main
 
focus of this study. The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) was
 
selected for this study for several reasons. First, it is a
 
device bhat has been;supported in the field, having been
 
applied many times over since its inception in 1974.
 
Additionally, the JDS has been the instrument of choice in
 
other research that has assessed similar phenomenon ­
specifically. Satisfaction with the working ehviroriment.
 
Secondly, this instrument contains easily understood items,
 
making :.t "user-friendly," and further, the general
 
satisfaction scale is brief. Both of these characteristics
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allow for an easier administration of the survey. Finally,
 
all of the scales of the JDS possess good reliability, with
 
the general satisfaction scale having a published internal
 
consistency of .76 (Oldham 1975). In the current study,
 
this scale yielded an internal consistency of .72.
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CHAPTER THREE
 
RESULTS
 
Before hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics were
 
run using SPSS. In the job satisfaction section of the
 
instrument, the mean and standard deviation of general job
 
satisfaction were assessed (Table I). The mean for this
 
variable was found to be slightly higher than 4, which was
 
the central point of the seven-point scale used to assess
 
this element. This is consistent with past literature on
 
job satisfaction, where the variable is generally positively
 
skewed.
 
Table I
 
Variable Descriptives
 
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
 
Job Satisfaction 5.18 1.06
 
Extroversion 6.11 1.42
 
Perceived AA 3.05 0.75
 
Descriptive AA 12.20 2.30
 
Workspace Density 2.78 1.18
 
General Office Area 0.48 0.79
 
Density
 
Openness 2.40 1.19
 
The next section of the survey instrument assessed the
 
subjects' personality, specifically the level of
 
extroversion they possessed. Extroversion was measured on a
 
nine-point scale, where one represented extreme introversion
 
and nine represented extreme extroversion. As seen in Table
 
I, the mean for the survey population on this measure was
 
44
 
above the mid-point of the scale, perhaps suggesting self­
selectton among those who returned the survey.
 
The third section of the survey examined the physical
 
ce characteristic variables, architectural
 
accessibility, density, and openness. Architectural
 
accessibility was assessed by one scaled measure, the
 
perceived architectural accessibility scale. This scale
 
from one to five/ dri which five represented the
 
levels of accessibility' Table I iiidicatfes that the
 
mean fdr this scale wa:s very hear the central point for this
 
scale. Architectural accessibility was also assessed by a
 
series of items asking factual questions about the workspace
 
environment. These questions comprised the descriptive
 
measure of this feature. This variable was the sum value of
 
the descriptive ratings, with a total possible of 26 points,
 
which would have indicated high leyels of accessibility.
 
The mean for this variable was near the middle range of
 
points possible on this dimension (Table I)
 
This section of the survey also assessed density, which
 
was measured perceptually as workspace density and general
 
office area density. As shown in Table I, the mean for the
 
workspace density ratio variable suggests that the majority
 
of subiects in this study worked in workspaces alone. This
 
na gave rise to the relatively large value for this
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variable. However, many people worked in offices with many
 
other coworkers, and the mean for the general office area
 
density ratio variable reflected this (Table I).:
 
Openness was the third physical characteristic that was
 
measured. This variable was assessed on a five point scale.
 
As shoxm in Table I, the mean for this variable fell near
 
the middle of the scale.
 
The correlational relationships between all physical
 
characteristic variables were examined as shown in Table II.
 
Table II
 
Intercorrelations: Physical Characteristics, Job
 
Satisfaction, and Extroversion
 
Perc. Desc. Work- Gen. Open Job Extro 
AA AA Space Office ness Sat. ver 
Dens. Area sion 
Dens. 
Perc.Ai1 1.00 
Deiscw .39** 1.00 
AA i ■ 
Work -.07 .06 1.00 
space 
Dens. 
Gen. :,-.;io;;V; 1.00 
Office 
Area 
Dens. 
Open­ ;-.36-**;:5:.,2:'8:**vc:
-4v23¥:,\; .09 1.00 
ness 
jQb -.05 -.20* -.03 -.01 1.00 
sat;.".'" 
Extro­ .19* : ;t;.li;;': .05 1.00 
:yer-;";;:' ­
sion
 
(*=Significant at p<.05, **=Significant at p<.01 )
 
(Perc. AA = perceptual AA, Desc. AA = descriptive AA, Work
 
space Dens. = workspace density. Gen. Office Area Dens. =
 
general office area density. Job. Sat. = job satisfaction)
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Of those physical characteristic variables that were
 
measured in multiple forms, only the two forms architectural
 
accessibility (perceptual and descriptive) were found to be
 
significantly related to each other (r=.39 p<.01). This
 
indicated that subjects seemed to perceive their levels of
 
accessibility to a degree that was in line with the actual
 
physical characteristics of the workplace that would be
 
eKpected to create these feelings. Further, this finding
 
may lend some validity to the idea that RA is a construct,
 
considering that when it was assessed by two different
 
measures, this significant relationship between the
 
percept;ual and descriptive forms was uncovered.
 
Workspace density and general office area density were
 
not found to be significantly related to each other. This
 
may indicate that these two elements are distinct concepts.
 
It is possible that although an individual may work in a
 
dense vrorkspace, that level of density is not necessarily
 
reflective of the entire office area, and vice versa. This
 
would sieem to indicate that the characteristics of many
 
workspcLces are not standardized across entire offices.
 
Of the relationships between the three physical
 
characteristics, several were significant. Perceived
 
architectural accessibility was found to be significantly
 
related to openness (r=.38 p<.01) (Table II), and
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descriptive architectural accessibility was found to be
 
related to openness at r=.28 p<.01 (Table II). Considering
 
that openness was also a perceptually based variable, the
 
slightly stronger relationship with perceived accessibility
 
is not surprising. These results follow logically from the
 
literature, which indicated that accessibility and openness
 
are somewhat intertwined. This indicated that when
 
individuals feel accessible, it is somewhat likely that
 
their office environment is a more open one, with fewer
 
partitions or walls, and vice versa. Conversely, the
 
relationship between workspace density and openness was also
 
found to be significant, at r=-.23 p<.05. This also follows
 
logically, and would seem to indicate that when individuals
 
feel they are in a dense immediate environment, they are
 
also somewhat likely to feel that their office is less open.
 
Finally, the relationships between extroversion and the
 
other variables in this study were examined. Extroversion
 
was found to be significantly related to two variables.
 
Descriptive AA. and extroversion were related at r=.19 p<.05.
 
Also, extroversion and openness were related at r=.18 P<.05.
 
Additionally, it was found that extroversion and job
 
satisfaction had no significant relationship to each other,
 
thus limiting the possibility of confounding effects
 
involving these two variables.
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To assess the assvimption of normality, histograms were
 
generated and the resulting graphs were compared to the
 
normal curve. Job satisfaction was slightly negatively
 
skewed. However, none of the variables were found to have a
 
degree of skew drastic enough to warrant carrying out any
 
transformations on the data.
 
There were three hypotheses posed in this study, each
 
stated that one of the three physical workspace
 
characteristics would have a relationship with job
 
satisfaction, and that this relationship would be moderated
 
by personality. In order to test for the presence of any
 
moderated relationships, moderated regression analyses were
 
run. These regression analyses examined whether the
 
interaction between extroversion and each workspace
 
characteristic accounted for any additional variance in a
 
subject's level of job satisfaction. This potential
 
interaction was assessed by creating interaction terms, each
 
of which was a product of extroversion and the particular
 
workspace characteristic being assessed by that analysis.
 
To determine if extroversion moderated a relationship
 
between a given physical characteristic and job
 
satisfaction, the corresponding interaction term was
 
included in each physical characteristic's respective
 
hierarchical regression analyses. This was accomplished by
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entering both the appropriate workspace characteristic
 
variable and extroversion in the first step of the
 
regression, and then entering the appropriate interaction
 
term in the second step of the regression. The R squared
 
change obtained from these regression analyses was the focus
 
of attention for this study, as a significant value would
 
indicate support for the existence of an extroversion-

moderated relationship between physical workspace
 
characteristics and job satisfaction.
 
After having conducted the regression analyses to test
 
Part B of each hypothesis, a split correlation analyses was
 
performed to augment the findings of each regression
 
analyses. The variable of extroversion was dichotomized, to
 
split the population into two groups - those having average
 
or higher levels of this personality trait, and those having
 
and below average levels of this trait, relative to the
 
survey population. The existing relationships between the
 
workspace characteristics and job satisfaction were
 
examined, split along this dichotomized variable. The
 
results that pertain to each of these hypotheses are as
 
follows.
 
Hypothesis One Part A stated that there would be a
 
relationship between architectural accessibility and job
 
satisfaction. In order to address Part A of this
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hypothesis, the relationship between each type of
 
accessibility and general job satisfaction was examined.
 
The correlational analysis that was conducted revealed that
 
there was no apparent relationship between either perceived
 
accessibility and job satisfaction (r= -.12), or descriptive
 
accessibility and job satisfaction (r=-.05)(Table II).
 
To proceed to explore this hypothesis and test Part B,
 
which stated that the relationship between accessibility and
 
job satisfaction would be moderated by the level of
 
extroversion that an individual possessed, a moderated
 
regression analysis was conducted, once for each type of
 
accessibility. As shown by the R squared change statistics
 
in Table III, neither the analyses for perceived
 
accessibility (r=.00) nor described accessibility (r=.02)
 
revealed a relationship that was moderated by the level of
 
an individual's extroversion.
 
Table III
 
Interaction R Square Change Significance 
Perceived AA * .00 .83 
Extroversion 
Descriptive AA * .02 .17 
Extroversion 
Workspace Density * .00 .47 
Extroversion 
General Office Area .03 
.05 
Density * 
Extroversion 
Openness * .01 .35 
Extroverion 
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A split correlation analysis was run, to further
 
support the findings of the moderated regression analysis.
 
As Table IV shows, no significant relationship between
 
either perceived (r=-.04: introverts, r=-.19: extroverts) or
 
descriptive(r=-.21: introverts, r=.02: extroverts)
 
architectural accessibility and job satisfaction could be
 
detected. These results were consistent with the findings
 
of the moderated regression analysis.
 
Table IV 
Split Correlations 
Personality Job Satisfaction 
Perceived AA Introvert -.04 
Extrovert -.19 
Descriptive AA Introvert -.21 
Extrovert .02 
Workspace Density Introvert -.35** 
Extrovert -.07 
Gen.Of.Area Density Introvert .09 
Extrovert -.19 
Openness Introvert .04 
Extrovert -.09 
These results indicate that there is no support for
 
Part A or Part B of Hypothesis One. There is no indication
 
of a relationship between either perceived architectural
 
accessibility and job satisfaction, or between descriptive
 
architectural accessibility and job satisfaction. Further,
 
this study finds no support for the existence of a
 
relationship, moderated by extroversion, between either type
 
of accessibility and job satisfaction.
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HTOothesis Two, Part A, stated tha^^ be a
 
relationship between density and job Sa-tisfaction. In order
 
to addfess Part A of this hypothesis/ a correlational
 
analysis was conducted to examine the st^rength of the
 
felatibnships between both workspace density and job
 
Satisfaction and general office area density and job
 
satisfaction. As shown in Table II, there was fbund to be a
 
moderate negative reiationship between workspace density and
 
job satisfaction (r= -.20 p<.05). This wpuld seem to
 
indicate that one's surroundings might have some influence
 
on one's level of job satisfactipn. In this instance, a
 
slight relationship between dense quarters and lower levels
 
of job satisfaction seems to exist. , HoweVex,; When the
 
analysis was examined for a potential relationship between
 
generax office area density and job satisfaction, hp
 
signifd.cant effect was found (r= -.03).
 
In order to test Part B of Hypothesis Two, a moderated
 
regression analysis was conducted. This analysis found that
 
there w.as npt a significant change in the R Squaxed Value,(R
 
square^ change=.00, p<.47)(Table III) iridicating that thexe
 
was no solid evidence fox the occuxrence of an extxovexsion­
moderated xelationship between woxkspace density and jPb
 
satisfaction. A mPdexatedxegxession analysis was also
 
conducted to test fox the pxesence of a modexated
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relationship between general office area density and job
 
satisfaction. In this case, the presence of a moderated
 
relationship was detected, with an R squared change of .03,
 
significant at the p<.05 level.
 
A split correlation analysis was conducted to further
 
explore these findings. The analysis found mixed results,
 
indicating that for those individuals who are more
 
introverted, a moderate negative relationship exists between
 
workspace density ahd job satisfaqtion (r=-.35 p<.01), which
 
may suggest that introverted employees are less satisfied
 
with work situations that place them in close proximity to
 
others. There was no relationship between more extroverted
 
employees and workspace density (r=-.07) (Table IV). This
 
duality suggested it was possible that extroversion had some
 
form of effect on the relationship between satisfaction and
 
workspace density, albeit it a small one. In examining the
 
split correlations pertaining to potential interactions
 
between general office area density and job satisfaction, no
 
significant relationships for either extroverted or more
 
introverted individuals were found.
 
H;/pothesis Three, Part A stated that there would be a
 
relationship between openness and job satisfaction. This
 
was explored by first examining a correlation analysis. The
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analys;ls revealed no significant relationship between
 
openness and job satisfaction (r=-.01) (Table II,).
 
To further test Hypothesis Three, Part B was examined
 
utilizing a moderated regression analysis. The results from
 
this a.nalysis indicated that there was no support for the
 
eKisteiice of a relationship between openness and job
 
satisfaction that was moderated by extroversion (R squared
 
^01. p<.35) (Table III).
 
'urther support for these findings came from the split
 
correlaition analysis that was conducted. Results from this
 
analys:s confirmed the previous findings of no existing
 
relatio:■nship between openness and job satisfaction, 
moderat;ed or otherwise (r=.04) (Table IV) . , : 
- Tlri'ese results indicate that there is no support for 
H^othe!sis Three, Part A or B. There is no evidence of any 
relatio:■nship between openness and job satisfaction, nor is 
there c:.ny support for the existence of an extroversioh­
moderated relationship between these two variables. 
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CHAPTER FOUR
 
DISCUSSION
 
This study attempted to address the theoretical void
 
that exists in job satisfaction research. Specifically, the
 
lack of explanation for the polarized and conflicting
 
findings of many researchers relative to individual
 
reactions in terms of job satisfaction to their surrounding
 
physical environment. It was proposed that individuals'
 
levels of extroversion might have been a moderating variable
 
at work behind the scenes, influencing individuals to react
 
either more positively or more negatively to their workspace
 
characteristics, and that this would affect their level of
 
job satisfaction^accordingly. This study examined three of
 
the physical characteristics Or qualities that offices and
 
workspaces possess, and tested for the existence of a
 
relationship between each of these characteristics and job
 
satisfaction, moderated by the level of extroversion the
 
subject possessed. The iesults of this study were mixed, at
 
best, in shedding any light into this theoretical void.
 
Of the three physical characteristics examined in this
 
study, only density was found to be related to an
 
individual's general job satisfaction. Specifically, only
 
when.one's perceptions of density applied to their immediate
 
workspkce, was there a relationship to their level of
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satisfaction. These findings lend partial support to
 
Hypothesis Two, Part A. In further testing of the
 
Hypotheses of this study, it was found that.density had an
 
extroversion-moderated relationship with job satisfaction.
 
Specifically, only individual perceptions about the density
 
of their general office area as a whole were found to have a
 
relationship with job satisfaction, moderated by level of
 
extroversion. This finding lends partial support to Part B
 
of Hypothesis Two, the only Hypothesis to receive support in
 
this study. Further, split correlational analyses revealed
 
that workspace density was the only variable that produced a
 
relationship with general job satisfaction, lending support
 
to the idea, that density does influence job satisfaction
 
Interpretation of these findings may help to cast some
 
light as to why the results surfaced as they did. First,
 
the on].y physical characteristic to find support of any kind
 
was density. This may be because density is perhaps the
 
plearesit—cut of the three physical workspace properties.
 
Density, being roughly a measure of how close one is to
 
others, may have been easier for people to assess or relate
 
to than the other two concepts. Openness, as described in
 
the survey, asked people to make a judgement about the
 
restrictions to open space in their overall office area.
 
This CO3ncept may have been more difficult to grasp than the
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density of the general office area. Further, architectural
 
accessibility as a construct, while not too abstract, may
 
have had too many factors feeding into it.
 
In looking at the split correlation analyses, it seems
 
that for more introverted individuals, a negative
 
relationship exists between workspace density and
 
satisfaction. This follows the reasoning of both the
 
screening and over-stimulation theories. If an introverted
 
individual is presented with higher levels of interpersonal
 
contact in their immediate personal space (as dense
 
situations would do), it seems that they may be likely to
 
react negatively to this. Given that the analysis found no
 
significant related correlation that applied to extroverts,
 
it could be argued that Hypothesis Two Part B received
 
support. The fact that workspace density was found to be
 
related to satisfaction for introverts and not extroverts
 
indicates that there was a moderating variable at work. In
 
this relationship, this moderating variable was shown to be
 
extroversion.
 
It is not clear as to why workspace density did not
 
surface as having a moderated relationship with satisfaction
 
while general office area density did. It is possible that
 
peoples' feelings about the two environments differed.
 
Perhaps job satisfaction is more influenced by one's
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perceptions about the general office area, rather than by
 
one's feelings about the personal workspace.
 
One point of clarity can be distilled from the results
 
of this study. Of the three tested physical workspace
 
characteristics, density seems to have the most influence on
 
job satisfaction. Further, there is support for idea that
 
the relationship between density and job satisfaction is
 
moderated by the level of extroversion an individual
 
possesses.
 
The literature, specifically the theories of screening
 
and overstimulation, provided some indication as to why
 
density seems to be the most powerful workspace variable.
 
These theories both pertain to amounts of stimulation that
 
individuals receive from the environment. Each of the three
 
workspace variables, to some degree, regulated or influenced
 
the amount of this environmental stimulation people
 
received. However, of the three variables, density had the
 
most active effect on stimulation. This was because both
 
architectural accessibility and openness merely set the
 
stage for possible contact with other people. In other
 
words, these two characteristics allowed for the possibility
 
of interpersonal contact or stimulation, but they did not
 
actively guarantee that it would occur. Density, on the
 
other hand, had a more active influence on interpersonal
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contact, and thereby stimulation. Research has shovm that
 
when people are closer together, they are more likely to
 
interact than if they were farther apart from each other.
 
Given this, it follows logically that greater levels of
 
density resulted in people receiving higher levels of
 
stimulation. According to the theory of screening,
 
extroverts possess the ability to handle and filter more
 
stimulation than do introverts. Other research has
 
suggested that extroverts may even seek out environments
 
that provide large amounts of stimulation. Introverts, who
 
theoretically lack this screening ability, tend to dislike
 
and avoid excessively stimulating environments. It follows
 
that introverts would therefore be dissatisfied in
 
environments that provide much stimulation. The current
 
study has suggested there is evidence to support this
 
theory. The current study also provides support to the
 
theory of overstimulation, in that introverts seek to work
 
in environments with lower levels of stimulation, because of
 
their lower threshold for stimulation or interpersonal
 
contact as compared to extroverts. When placed in an
 
environment that introverts find overly stimulating, they
 
react negatively. This results of this study echo this
 
idea.
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Limitations
 
As mentioned above, several of the findings of this
 
study (iid not turn out as proposed. Some of this can be
 
explained by several of the limitations that affected this
 
study. One limitation of this study was the subject matter
 
itself. Some of the physical characteristic concepts
 
examin<;d by this study may have been too abstract or ill-

defined. Density, may have been a reasonably concrete
 
spatial descriptor, more so than openness or architectural
 
accessibility. Openness may have been a concept that was
 
outside of many peoples' ability to accurately judge. The
 
optional spatial estimate section of the survey provided
 
some e'^ridence to the fact that many people cannot accurately
 
guess area measures. Further, architectural accessibility
 
as a concept may have been too polluted with other
 
variab].es. There are many physical factors that combine to
 
make a person feel more or less accessible to others. It is
 
very likely that this cliaracteristic alone could have been
 
the focus of an entire study. Other studies have examined
 
other factors contributing to how accessible or private one
 
feels, such as light, sound, and other variables. It would
 
have been difficult to control for all such elements in the
 
current study.
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A further;limitation of this study was its approach to
 
the phehomenOn being measured - the potential moderated
 
relationship betweesn physical characteristics and
 
satisfaction. This study used the variable of general job
 
satisfaction to determine whether Or not this fragile
 
relationship existed. It was theprized that if a
 
relationship could be fpund using the diffuse and imprecise
 
variable of job satisfaction/ it Could then be said that the
 
.relationship not Only existed, but was robust as Well.v in
 
retrospect, it seems that this phenomenon, is more delicate,
 
and caiinot stand up to the use of a search instrument as
 
blunt cLS the concept of general job satisfaction. Given the
 
fact tlLat Zedeck (1971) states that moderated effects are
 
diffici:tlt to find unless large effect sizes are present, it
 
is not surprising that the relationship proved somewhat
 
elusive. Perhaps this relationship would have proved less
 
elusive if this study would have assessed an individual's
 
satisfaction with their environment, rather than their level
 
of general job satisfaction.
 
This leads to the possibility that the measures of the
 
physical characteristics used in this study were less than
 
precise. It is likely that the custom-created section of
 
the survey that assessed the physical properties of
 
workspaces had several problems. First, this section of the
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survey dealt with somewhat abstract concepts, as mentioned
 
earlier. In order to aid in comprehension of these abstract
 
constructs, explanation paragraphs were provided along with
 
accompanying survey questions. It is possible that these
 
written, somewhat lengthy, interpretations did not help
 
subjects, and possibly could have lead to confusion.
 
Additionally, this section of the instrtiment was last in the
 
layout, and fatigue may have contributed to response errors.
 
In connection with the idea of a rather blunt search
 
methodology, it is possible that the survey sought to
 
discover information on too many characteristics. In the
 
future, it may be better to direct attention to one, more
 
precise element of the workspace environment (e.g. strictly
 
workspace density), in order to better focus the search for
 
the relationship between physical surroundings and job
 
satisfaction.
 
Another limitation to this study related to the survey
 
was that the instrument was a self-report. There was no way
 
to check the accuracy of the subjects' responses to the
 
survey questions about their personalities or their level of
 
job satisfaction. A final potential difficulty of this
 
study was the possibility that the respondents to the survey
 
were a self-selecting population. Given that the average
 
value of extroversion was above mid point, this may indicate
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that the respondents, as a group, possessed higher levels of
 
extroversion. If this were the case, any findings of the
 
study could have been based on restricted data.
 
Despite the somewhat disappointing results of this
 
study, several aspects in this immediate area of research
 
should receive further attention. For example, the property
 
of density, whether in reference to the workspace or general
 
office area, seems to have some form of relationship to job
 
satisfaction, as well as have an extroversion-moderated
 
relationship to satisfaction. If this variable was more
 
focused to pertain to either the workspace or the general
 
office area as a whole, a potentially valuable finding could
 
emerge.
 
Also, further research could be conducted, using
 
different methods or means of assessing the physical
 
workspace characteristics. For example, findings may differ
 
if the experimenter was to actually measure the physical
 
dimensions of the subjects' workspaces and offices rather
 
than rely on the siabjects to provide data on their
 
perceptions or their estimates of measurement. This study
 
gave subjects the option to provide their own estimates or
 
measurements of the levels of density and openness of their
 
offices and workspaces. A qualitative analysis of this data
 
set revealed that few individuals (29 of 129) provided
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useable data on this section of the questionnaire. It
 
seemed that subjects had difficulty estimating the degrees
 
of density and openness in their workspaces and offices.
 
Evidence for this apparent difficulty comes from the lack of
 
a meaningful relationships between subjects' estimates on
 
these Variables and their survey responses. Siibjects'
 
measurements of their workspace density tended to slightly
 
contradict their survey perceptions (r=-.20 p<.05), and
 
their estimates about office area density seemed to have no
 
relation whatsoever to their perceptions recorded in the
 
survey (r=-.13 p<.17). Additionally, subjects' estimates of
 
openness were not related to their perceptions recorded in
 
the survey (r=.03 p<.78). As it can be seen, this data only
 
served to illustrate that most people are unable to make
 
accurate or realistic spatial estimations. In order to
 
prevent this phenomenon from arising in future studies, it
 
is sugcjested that researchers consider taking any necessary
 
measurements themselves. In addition to simply measuring
 
the workspace dimensions, researchers could actually
 
manipulate the physical characteristics of the subjects'
 
workspaces and office environments, thereby making the study
 
more alcin to a true experiment.
 
Another possible methodological change would be to
 
change what is assessed in the workplace. Perhaps, instead
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of assessing workspace characteristics that regulate amounts
 
of interpersonal contact, interpersonal contact itself could
 
be measured. In this way, a potentially moderated
 
relationship between interpersonal contact and job
 
Satisfaction might come to light. Perhaps density would be
 
the moderator in this potential relationship.
 
Implications
 
As mentioned earlier, the findings of this study were
 
less robust than were hoped. However, there are still
 
practical implications to be found. It seems from the
 
results of this study that there is evidence for some form
 
of relationship, moderated by personality, that links the
 
physical environment to job satisfaction. Although this
 
study only took one small step towards finding this
 
phenomenon, some interesting information was uncovered. A
 
key implication is that there is some evidence that people
 
of different personalities react differently to their
 
surroundings. This should indicate to, managers that it
 
might not be best to take a "one-size-fits-all" approach to
 
positioning employees throughout the office area. Some
 
employees will enjoy and seek out interpersonal contact,
 
while others would prefer to keep it to a minimum. This
 
difference is neither good nor bad, but it does seem to
 
affectJ level of job satisfaction, to some extent. While it
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itiight not be practical to give each employee the opportunity
 
of configuring their environment as they would like, it
 
might be prudent to allow some flexibility in tailoring
 
workspaces and offices to fit personal needs.
 
fhis phenomenon, if explored further, may also prompt
 
manag<;rs to attempt to better match individuals to the
 
Vheres" and the "hows" of their work on the job. This
 
would lend more support to existing concepts such as person-

organization fit, and person-environment fit. Again, it is
 
becom.Lng increasingly apparent that a "one—size—fits—all"
 
attitude towards employees and their jobs is not the best
 
approach to tuke when staffing organizations.
 
].n addition to providing accommodations to individuals
 
in positions already, thought should be given as to how
 
potential employees would react to the environments they may
 
be placed in. Careful matching individuals' needs and
 
desiress with the environments they will potentially inhabit
 
- physical, or cultural and otherwise, would be excellent
 
preventative medicine for organizations in the future.
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APPENDIX A: Questionnaire
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The Work Environment Survey
 
Thankyouforparticipatingin thisstudy! Byfilling outthis svirvey, you will be aiding
 
researchthat wdl contributeto ui^rovementsinthe quality oflife at worlplaces. Thisstudyhas
 
been appiovedbythe CaUfomia State University SanBernardinoPsycholo^Dqiartment
 
Institutional Review Board,andis beingconductedbyTim Hickeyunderthe supervision ofDr.
 
ianeUe Gilbert, AssociateProfessor ofindustrial/organizational psychology at Cahfomia State
 
University,San Bernardino.
 
This survey questionnaireis dividedintothreeparts,and deals with employee work
 
mvironmiants. Atthe b^inning ofeach sectionthere wUlbeinstructions Mda briefe?q)lanation
 
about vdiitis being measured. Pleasereadtheseinstructions and explanations carefully,asthey
 
inay help youto better understandvhatthe cpestions are asking. Each question requires youto
 
circle a re^onseorfill iri a numberfrom a rating scale. Thesurveyquestionnaire shouldtake you
 
approximately 10-15 minutesto con^lete. Theinfpn youprovide onthis survey(i.e. your
 
responses)will beanonymous. Rehousestothis surveywiU bereported atthegroup level only;
 
noindividual responses wiU bereveled. Atnotime will yournamebeasked or reported with your
 
responsei^.
 
Whilethe risksto youfrom participatinginthis research are minimal^ Cahfomia State
 
University San Bernardino requires yougive your consentbeforeparticipatinginthis study.
 
Please understandthat yourpartidpationinthis studyistotally voluntary,and youmaywithdraw
 
atanytime witiioutpenalty. Youmayalso removeany data youhave contributedtothe study,
 
should youchooseto withdraw.
 
Should youhaveany questions aboutthis study,feelfreeto contactTimEBckeyat909­
880-5581. Reportsofthe results ofthefindings ofthis research wUlbe availableinMayof2000,
 
and wnibe distributediponrequ^. Ifyou areinterestedin receiving a ccpyofthe results ofthis
 
study,caitactTim Hickey,at 909-880-5587.
 
BYPLACINGAMARKINTHESPACEPROVIDEDBELOW,IACKNOWLEDGE
 
THATIHAVEBEENINFORMED OF,ANDUNDERSTAND,THENATUREAND
 
PURPOSEOFTHIS STUDY,ANDIFREELYCONSENTTOPARTICIPATE. BYTHIS
 
MARKIFURTHERACKNOWLEDGETHAT I AMATLEAST 18YEARS OFAGE
 
(live your consentto partidpate bymakinga check or'X'markhere:
 
oday's dateis:
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SECTIONQME
 
This section oftiie survey wall adca series ofgue^onsaboutyourreactionsto yourjob.
 
Please use therating scalethat correspondsto eachgrdrp ofquestionsandrecordthere^onseth
 
best descrbeshow youfed.
 
For this siHofquestions,please indicate howyoupersonallyfeelaboutyourjob.
 
How nmchdoyouagreewith thestatement?
 
Rating Scale
 
1 
-6­
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Shongly Slightly SHghtly Strongty 
1) _Genera]fyspealdng,Iam verysatisfied with thisjob.
 
2) Jfirequeiiitiy think aboutquittmg thisjob.
 
3) _Iam geuerally satisfied with the kind ofworkIdoin thisjob.
 
For thissetofquestions,thinkofotherpeople inyourorganization who hold thesamejob asyou
 
do,orajob thatissimilar toyours. Please indicate how accuratelyyou think these statements
 
describe thefeelings ofthosepeople.
 
How muchdoyouagreewith thestatement?
 
Rating Scale
 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

Strojo^y Sli^y Sh#tly Strongly
 
1) _Mostpeopleon thisjob are verysatfefied with thejob.
 
2) _People onthisjob ofenthink ofquitting.
 
For thissetofquestions,pleaseindicate hqwsatisfiedyouare with each aspectofyoujob listed
 
below.
 
How sati!fiedareyou with this aspectofyourjob?
 
Rating Scale
 
——5.--™-——6--——-—-7
 
ExtreUely Dissatisfied SH^y Nditral SH^y Satisfied Extremely
 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied
 
1)- The people!talk toand work withonmyjob.
 
2)_ .Thechanceto gettoknow other people whileon
 
3)- .Thechanceto help other people while atwork.
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Forthisquestion,please describeyourJob as objectivelyasyou can.
 
Circle the nmttberwhichis theniostaccurate description ofyourjob.
 
1). To
 
cMents''or peoplein relatedjobsin yourownorgans
 
-6­
Verylittle; Moderately;some y^ntiidi:;
 
dealing with other dealing with oth^s dealing widi
 
peopleisnotat is necessary. pt^
 
all necessaryin is an absolutely
 
doingthisjob. ess^itial and
 
crucial part of
 
doingthejob.
 
For this S2tofquestions,please indicate how accurate orinaccurate each statementism
 
describingyourjob.
 
How accurcite is thestatementin describingyourjob
 
Ratim Scale
 
1 -2- -4- -5­
Very Mostly Uacertain Slighdy
 
Imccxirate Ljacoffate Maccurate" Accurate Accurate
 
Accurate
 
1)_ Thejob requiresalotofcooperative work with other people.
 
2)_ Ihejob can bedone adequately bya person workingalone—withouttalking or
 
checking with other people.
 
Pleaseproceedtothenextsection.
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SECTIONTWO
 
nMssection asks youto describe yourself. There arenoli^or wrong answers. Look at
 
thefoUo'iwing Ustofcommonpersonalitytraits. Usingthenine-point scaleprovide4 ratehow
 
accurately,orinaccurately,each ofthese adjectives describes you. Please describe yourselfas you
 
seeyourseJIfri^ tnow,notas you wouldHketo be. D^cribe yourselfas yputypically are,as
 
comparedt(0otherpeopleyouknowofdie samegaider as you,androu^y your sameage. Write
 
aber
thenuml you selectfor eadhtraitinthe spaceprovidednextto each word.
 
Haw accurately canyou describe yourself?
 
Rating Scale
 
Inaccurate Accurate 
Extremely Very Moderately Slightly Neutral Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
1——., 
-2- ,—3—.-—-4-—-—5-- ——6- - —8 9 
EXAMPL
 
.Organized
 
_Talkative
 
_Withdrawn
 
Extroverted
 
-Shy
 
Bo:
 
.Energetic
 
.Quiet
 
Bashful
 
Pleaseproceedtothenext section:
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 ,, SECTIONTHREE
 
IMsS^QQofthe sim^eywiU isfc you quekioiis aboutthephysicd^

workspace, genetalofficeareayo\x workin, forpurposesofthis surveyjyourpersonal
 
worhpace willbe definedas the immefiate m(kiinMffichyduw For exanqsle,the area uiside
 
yorrr cubicle orimmediately around your desk or workstation wouldbeconsidered your
 
workspace. Yourgeneraloffice afea would hetheentiremom in\eMhh nilnffhi> nonvovt
 
cubicles are located, or the open rpomin whichydurcMyourcoworkersdesks orworkstations
 
are located.
 
lliere arethreepartstothis section. Eachpartcorrespondsto a different phy?ar^lgiiality
 
thatthis ^tudyisinteresledinineasurmg; The meaningsofeachterm will beexplain^atthe ■ 
ofeachpto. Foreach que^on,circletheresponsethatbest describes yoviworkspace
 
Or office, Atthe aidofthis sectionisa briefs^^ofquestionsllrat asks abouttheaeiwa/physical
 
dimensiions ofyour wotlcspace aod office area. If^y^ pleasefUlinthe measmempots
 
stionS askfor. Yourrrputonthese questions will begreatly appreciated,however,
 
c^mpletitttioftliis se^onis slhctly qptiooal.
 
FARTONE:ACCEtSSTRnTTV
 
This
 
workspaceis. This accessibihlyis measuredbyhow easilyotoscang^to you,or,how
 
accessible youare,physically,to your coworkersvhen youarein your workspace. This
 
accessibiityis affectedbythepresence or absarceofwalls orpartitions aroimd yourdesk or
 
workstation. Forexan^le,ifyou worked ata deskinthe nhtklleofan <yeri mnm viHth no
 
partitions or\\^SarOimd yputoprevart othersfromlookingat yOuand/or waUdrigrq> to you,you
 
ina very accessible Onthe^O^
 
partiticHis or walls arbinid yoUjandthereisa doorthat Separates youfromothers,your

Coworkerscouldnotamplyw^tpto youfrom anyside ofyorir workspace and^in accessto
 
you. Theywouldhavetogothrough your doorway,becausethisivorks/race iSnotvay accessible.
 
Thefoliovving questions wiU ask you aboutthe walls orpartitions surrounding your workspace,if
 
youhaveany,in orderto determinehow accessible yamworkspace vsto Others
 
1. Iloiy isolated frcMn otheKido youfeelwhen you areia ycyxxxworkspace!
 
Somewhat Neutral Notvery Notatall
 
isolated isolated
 isolated isolated
 
2. How phjisicailyseparated from othersdo youfeelwhenyou arein your
 
Xt7ofi<spac^
 
1 2 3 A 5 '
 
Somewhat Neutral
 Not very Notat all
 
separata!
 separated
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3. Towhatextentdoyoufeelphysically accessible to otherswhenyou are in your
 
workspace? 
— ...3.—..... .4.— —5 
Very Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very 
maccessible inaccessible accessible accessible 
4.	 How manywallsor partitionsis your workspace nextto,orsurrounded by?
 
None 1 2 3 4
 
Areanyofthe partitionscotmter-tops,or similarsurfacesdesigned for 
interacting withcustomersor others? 
■ ■ YES NO 
Ifyes,how many? 1 2 3 4
 
6.	 oesyour workspace haveadporwayspace? YES NO
 
7.	 oesyour mor/cspflce haveasolid door? YES NO
 
8.	 bw high are the walls/partitionsaround your workspace?
 
___Mddleheight(offering seatedprivacy)
 
hei^(offering standingprivacy about sixfeettall)
 
fidl or ceUinghei^(walls extend con^letelytothe ceUing)
 
9. 	 Isitpossible to seeffiroughany partofthe partitionssurrounding your
 
workspace?
 
YES NO
 
10. 	 I|itis possible toseethrough partofanyofthe partitionsaround your
 
workspa.ce,is itbecausetheycontain orare madeof(circle thechoice thatis
 
(	 correctfor your morfespace);
 
gaps orholes clear^ass frosted^ass can't see
 
irrpartitiorj/s or plastic or plastic thrbu^partitions
 
PARTTWO:DENSITY
 
Ibispartofthe survey wiU ask a series ofquestionsthatassessthe densityofboth your
 
workspace and yourgeneraloffice area. Densityis a measureofhowmuchspacethereisfor
 
eachpersonintheir workspaces andin office asa whole. Essentially,densityis measuredin
 
terms ofthenumberofpeople per squarefeet. For exan:5)le,^workspacethat consisted ofa ten
 
footbysixfootcubicle withthree employeesinit wouldhave ahigher densitytban a workspace
 
thathas cane personinan eightfootbyeightfoot cubicle. Thefollowing questions will be divided
 
intotwo])arts,one will measurethe densityofyour workspace,andthe other wiU m^surethe
 
74
 
densityofyour generaloffice area. For each question, youhavethe option ofeither selectingfrom
 
theprqiared estimates provided,or recording your measurementsofyour workspacetaken withthe
 
tape measureprovided.
 
WORKSP.4.CEDENSITY (workspace would be definedas the immediate areain whichyou
 
work)
 
1.	 Is your workspacean"open workspace"(ithasno walkonanyside)?
 
YES 	NO
 
2.	 Doyoushare yourcubicle or desk with another person?
 
YES 	NO
 
Doyoushare your personalworkspace,and ifso,how manypeople are in your
 
workspace,including yourself?
 
4.	 Pleasecheckthe spatialestimate thatmostclosely describesthesize ofthe area
 
o:(your workspace:
 
compact workspace area(enough roomfor asmall deskandchair)
 
small workspace area(enough roomforasmall desk and chair,and afiling cabinetor
 
other small piece offtimiture)
 
mid-sized workspace area(enough roomfor a mid-sized deskand chair,another work
 
surface or piece offurniture,andfiling cabinet)
 
_mid-to-large workspace area(enough roomfora mid-sized desk and chair,two other
 
work surfaces,an extrachair,another small piece offurniture,andfiling cabinets)
 
Jarge workspace area(enough roomforalarge <tesk with several work siufaces and chair,
 
several extra chairs,atable and otherfurniture,and severalfiling cabinets)
 
GENERAL OFFICEAREA DENSITY (seneraloffice area would be definedas the
 
entire room in which allofthe nearestcubicles
 
are located,or the open room in whichyourand
 
yourcoworkers desks orworkstations are
 
located)
 
5. 	 How manypeople arein yourgeneral office area,including yourselfr
 
6.	 Fl(easecheckthespatialestimate thatmc»tclosely describesthesize ofyour
 
eneral office area.
8
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J^voipa^general office area(onlyone ortcvo workspaces are in this area ofthe building)
 
-SmaUgewertrf (less than 10>wrfe5pa<?es are in this areaofthe 
■■ ■ .building . 
Mid-sizedgenera/office area(mprethan ten wwri^oces are in this area^ albng with an 
open areafor meetings,andaninformal gathering area such asa water cooler or coffee 
■ ■ . ■bar);.; 
_^d-tprlarge sizedgeneral office area (apprbxiniateiy 30 workspaces axe in this area, 
along with several open areas for meetings, and a few informal gatheringareas such as 
water coolers or coffee bars) 
r area {iimisy workspaces are inthis area, along withmany open areas 
for meetings, andmany informal gsiherihgareas such as water coolers, coffee bars, or 
fountains or other lan^caping) 
PART THREE: OPENNESS 
ispart of the survey will ask a series of questions that assess tlie opamess of the 
generalafficemga. OpptnieSs is affected%the fliunber ofititeriorwalls or partiticaSsinthe 
office. For exair^le, anoffice area tiiathadno walls or partitions aroundany workspaces would 
be a very^en Onffie othCThand, an office that has ordy four-walledCubicles andno open 
areas wbuldnot be a v^opm area Clpenness is the ratio of the total area ofdiegeneral 
p^ce areato ffie total oftheir^iior walls orpartitipnsi For each question, yoiihavet^^ 
qptionof dther or recording your measurements of 
yourgnni measureprovided. 
1. Please check ffie estimate thatmostclosely describes the amount of interior 
vralls or partitions presentinyour genera/office area. 
c 'eneraloffice areawouldbe the entire roominwhich allof the nearest cubicles are 
located, or the open roominwhichyour andyour coworkers desks or workstations are 
located) , . ■ ■ '■,■ . ■ 
_Open office (nopartitions / interior walls areinthis generalofficearea) 
_Mostly-opmpffice (oi^y a very fewpartitions / interior waUs, partiaUy aiclOsing a 
few spaces, areinthis genera/ area) 
^Somewhatppm office (a fewpaffitians / ititetior vvaUs, partiaUy enC10smg several 
Mw)b^es, arcmtinsgenera/ 
areinthis genera/ office 
area. 
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1 areinthis
 
andnewlyall worfe/zaces are bonpletely enclosedj^^^^^^^
 
Please amyver thefoll<mingquestionsifyou are able to estimate,or have specific knowledge of
 
the actualdimensions ofyourworkspace or office. Anyinputyouare cAle toprcfvide will he
 
greatly appreciated.
 
1. Theareaofyoirrawrfespaic^B msquarefeetis:(forex^ple,aGubfcle thatisabout
 
feet).
 
2. The a^rea ofyourgeneral office area in squarefeetis:..
 
3. Thet3tallength ofallinterior walls artd/or jpartitionsinyourgeneral office area is:
 
• - 77.
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